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REMARKS 

In the Office Action mailed February 22, 2008, the Examiner noted that claims 1-1 1 were 
pending and rejected claims 1-11. Claims 1-4 and 8-10 have been amended, claims 6, 7 and 11 
have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer, new ciaims 12-14 have been added; and, 
thus, in view of the foregoing claims 1-5, 8-10 and 12-14 remain pending for reconsideration 
which is requested. No new matter is believed to have been added. The Examiner's rejections 
are respectfully traversed below. 

With respect to claims 6, 7 and 1 1 , all rejections discussed below are moot, because 
claims 6, 7 and 1 1 have been cancelled. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

The Office Action, on page 3, rejected claims 1-11 under the second paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12 for indefiniteness. Particularly, the Office Action alleged that the recitation 
"immune" in claims 1-11 is not clearly defined in the specification. However, independent claims 
1-4 and 8-10, as amended, no longer recite "immune", and, therefore, it is submitted that the 
rejections regarding claims 1-5 and 8-10 is overcome. 

The Office Action, on page 4, rejected claims 1-1 1 under the first paragraph of 35 U,S,C. 
§ 1 12 for to comply with the written description requirement Particularly, the Office Action 
alleged that the recitation "immune" in claims 1-11 is not described in the Specification. 
However, as previously mentioned, independent claims 1-4 and 8-10, as amended, no longer 
recite "immune", and, therefore, it is submitted that the rejections regarding claims 1-5 and 8-10 
is overcome. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

The Office Action, on pages 5-9, rejected claims 1-11 under 35 U.S.C, § 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Arrow et al. (U.S. Patent No, 6,154,839, hereinafter "Arrow"). 

Arrow describes a system that translates packet addresses based upon a user identifier 
in the data packet (see Abstract and column 1, lines 7-10 of Arrow). 

However, claim 1, as amended, recites "wherein said filtering information is used for 
identifying a specific value showing a VoIP performing a VoIP communication" (claim 1 , lines 7- 
8), which is supported by at least one embodiment of the invention on page 20, lines 5-21 and 
figure 7 of the application. 



7 



Serial No. 10/642,504 
By at least the above-quoted feature recited in claim 1, because the filtering information 
identifies a specific value, which shows that a VoIP communication is going to be performed, 
VoIP communications can be filtered. 

It is submitted that claim 1 is patentable over Arrow, as Arrow fails to disclose the feature 
of claim 1 , as quoted above. 

Figure 1 of Arrow illustrates a public network including a virtual private network (VPN) 
units operating under the control of a VPN management station (see column 5, lines 15-18 of 
Arrow). Particularly, Arrow describes that the VPN units couples together the headquarters' 
local area network (LAN) to the public network router (see column 5, lines 20-22 of Arrow). 
Therefore, according to Arrow, all data packet must be communicated over the LAN (see column 
5, lines 30-31 of Arrow). 

Thus, it is submitted that Arrow cannot disclose, either expressly or implicitly, the feature 
of claim 1 , as quoted above, because Arrow is merely concerned with using a VPN to secure 
communications over a LAN, whereas, in claim 1, the "filtering information is used ... [to] identify 
a specific value showing a VoIP communication" to enable filtering of the VoIP. 

In view of the above, it is submitted that claim 1 is patentable over Arrow. 

Claims 2-4 and 8-10, as amended, emphasize a feature similar to that of amended claim 
1 . Therefore, it is submitted that claims 2-4 and 8-10 are patentable over Arrow for reasons 
similar to those discussed above with respect to claim 1 

Further, dependent claim 5 is patentable over Arrow for at least the same reasons as 
base claim 4, from which it depends. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

New Claims 

New claim 12, which depends from independent claim 4, has been added, It is 
submitted that new claim 12 is patentable over Arrow for at least the same reasons as base 
claim 4 and for additional reasons as presented below. 

Particularly, it is submitted that nothing was found in Arrow that discloses, either 
expressly or implicitly, the feature of "assigning and distributing said filter key io be stored in a 
packet", as recited in claim 1. As previously mentioned, said filtering key identifies a specific 
value showing a VoIP communication. Therefore, it is submitted that claim 12 is patentable over 
Arrow. 



8 



Serial No. 10/642,504 
New claim 13 f which depends indirectly from independent claim 4, has been added, it is 
submitted that new claim 13 is patentable over Arrow for at least the same reasons as base 
claim 4 and for the additional reasons as presented below. 

According to Arrow, a lookup table maintained by the VPN units identifies members of 
particular VPNs and additionally identify whether or not data packets transferred between 
members of the particular VPN are to be compressed. However, nothing was found in Arrow 
that discloses, either expressly or implicitly, the feature of "a filter key assigning table holding 
said filter key" as recited in claim 13, As previously mentioned, the filter key identifies a specific 
value showing a VoIP communication. Arrow does not disclose anything in this nature. 
Therefore, it is submitted that claim 13 is patentable over Arrow, 

New claim 14 has been added, which is supported by page 6, line 24 to page 7, line 12; 
page 9, line 29 to page 10, line 4; and page 20, lines 5-21 of the application. It is submitted that 
new claim 14 is patentable over Arrow, as Arrow fails to disclose, either expressly or implicitly, 
the feature of "storing information in an extended header of an encrypted packet incompliance 
with IPv6 to prevent the information from being encrypted, the information indicating that a 
communication is over VoIP", as recited in claim 14. 

Summary 

There being no further outstanding objections or rejections, it is submitted that the 
application is in condition for allowance. An early action to that effect is courteously solicited. 

Finally, if there are any formal matters remaining after this response, the Examiner is 
requested to telephone the undersigned to attend to these matters, 

If there are any additional fees associated with filing of this Amendment, please charge 
the same to our Deposit Account No. 1 9-3935. 

Respectfully submitted, 
STAAS & HALSEY LLP 

Date: June 20. 2008 By: /Sheetal S. Patel/ 

Sheetal S, Patel 
Registration No. 59,326 

1201 New York Avenue, N.W., 7th Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)434-1500 
Facsimile: (202)434-1501 
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